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THE ORDEAL IN NUM., CHAP. 5 
By Julius A. Beweb 

Union Theological Seminary, New York 

The arguments for the assertion that the law concerning the 
mode of procedure in a case of suspected adultery of a wife combined 
two originally distinct, though kindred, ordinances were so ably 
and convincingly presented by Stade' that the fact of compilation 
has since been generally admitted, though Stade's particular solution 
has not been so generally accepted. Carpenter and Harford-Bat- 
tersby^ and Baentsch' followed Stade's analysis in the main and 
suggested certain improvements.^ As a point of departure for our 
criticism and contribution we may take Carpenter's and Harford- 
Battersby's reconstruction of the two ordinances. 

" In the foUowii^ arrai^ement the phrases in small italics are assigned 
to the harmonist. 

A B ■ 

(Defiled and cursed, a condemnation.) {Defiled or dean, a test.) 

11 And Yahweh spake unto Moses, 29 This is the law of jealousy, When 

saying, 12 Speak unto the children of a wife, being under her husband, goeth 

Israel, and say unto them. If any man's aside, and is defiled, 136 and it be kept 

wife go aside, and commit a trespass close and she be defiled, 30o or when 

against him, 13o and a man lie with the spirit of jealousy cometh upon a 

her carnally, and it be hid from the man, and he be jealous over his wife, 

eyes of her husband, 13c and there be 14b and she be not defiled; 30b then 

no witness against her, neither she be shall he set the woman before Yahweh, 

taken in the act .... 15 then shall and the priest shall execute upon her 

the man bring his wife unto the priest, all this law. 16 And the priest shall 

1 ZAW, 1895, pp. 166—78, reprinted in Ausgewdhlte Akademische Reden und Abhand- 
lungen. 

« The Hexateuch, Vol. II, 1900, pp. 191-93. Carpenter's and Harford-Battersby's 
analysis is accepted by Kent, Israel's Laws and Legal Precedents, 1901, Vol. IV, of his 
Student's Old Testament. 

» "NTimeri," in Nowack's Handkommentar zum Alten Testament, 1903. 

• "The separation proposed by Stade {,ZAW, 1895, pp. 166-78) ha? been lollowed 
in the main, but the division set lorth here endeavors to avoid some difficulties to which 
Ills distribution was exposed." 

Stade had assigned to A vss. 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22o, 23, 24, 2563, 
26o, 31; to B vss. 29, ISaP, 146?, 30b, 18aa, 21, 226, 25oi>a, 27, 28. 

Baentsch assigned to A vss. 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25a6, 27a, 28, to B vss. 126, 
13, 15, 18, 21, 23, 24, 256, 26, 276. 
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and shall bring her oblation for her, 
the tenth part of an ephah of barley 
meal; he shall pour no oil upon it, 
nor put frankincense thereon; for it 

is a meal offering of jealousy, a meal 

offering of memorial, bringing iniquity 
to remembrance. 18 And the priest 
shall set the woman before Yahweh, 
and let the hair of the woman's head 
go loose, and put the meal offering 
of memorial in her hands, which is 

the meal offering of jealouey: and the 

priest shall have in his hand the 

water of bitterness that causeth the curse: 
21 then the priest shall cause the woman 
to swear with the oath of cursing, and 

the priest shall say unto the woman, 
Yahweh make thee a curse and an oath 
among thy people, when Yahweh doth 
make thy thigh to fall away, and thy 
belly to swell. 23 And the priest 
shall write these curses in a book, 
and he shall blot them out into the 
water of bitterness: 24 and he shall 
make the woman drink the water of 

bitterness that causeth the curse: and the 
water that causeth the curse shall enter into her 
and become bitter. 276 And the WOmaE 

shall be a curse among her people .... 
255 and [he] shall bring it unto the 
altar: 26 and the priest shall take an 
handful of the meal offering, as the 
memorial thereof, and bum it upon the 
altar. 31 And the man shall be free 
from iniquity, and that woman shall 
bear her iniquity. 



B 

bring her near, and set her before 
Yahweh: 17 and the priest shall take 
holy water in an earthen vessel; and 
of the dust that is on the floor of the 
dwelling the priest shall take, and put 
it into the water; 19 and the priest 
shall cause her to swear, and shall 
say unto the woman. If no man have 
lien with thee, and if thou hast not 
gone aside to uncleanness, being under 
thy husband, be thou free from this 
water of bitterness that causeth the 
curse: 20 but if thou hast gone aside, 
being under thy husband, and if thou 
be defiled, and some man have lien 
with thee besides thine husband: 
22 then this water that causeth the 
curse shall go into thy bowels, and 
make thy belly to swell, and thy thigh 
to fall away: and the woman shall say, 
Amen, Amen. 25 And the priest 
shall take the meal offering of jealousy 
out of the woman's hand, and shall 
wave the meal offering before Yahweh, 
266 and afterward shall make the 
woman drink the water. 27 And when 
he hath made her drink the water, 
then it shall come to pass, if she be 

defiled, and have committed a trespass 
against her husband, that the water that 

causeth the curse shall enter into her 
and become bitter, and her belly shall 
swell, and her thigh shall fall away. 
28 And if the woman be not defiled, 
but be clean, then she shall be free, 
and shall conceive seed. 



R 

14 And the spirit of jealousy come upon him, and he be jealous of his wife, 
and she be defiled: or if the spirit of jealousy come upon him, and he be jealous 
of his wife."' 



The starting-point of the analysis is this, "the law as it stands 
really contains two views of the incriminated woman: in one scheme 
it is proposed to ascertain whether she is iimocent or guilty: in the 

1 The Hexateuch, Vol. II, p. 192. 
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other her guilt needs no demonstration, but only draws on her the 
priestly doom."^ 

But it is just this starting-point that is open to serious criticism. 
As Gray^ and Holzinger' have seen, two cogent arguments are to 
be brought forward against the whole analysis. To quote Gray, 
" (1) according to the analysis a (see 126 13 ac) as well as b pre- 
supposes an offense improvable by ordinary process of law, that is 
to say, presupposes circumstances such as those under which ordeals 
are generally resorted to; the crime is one which has been committed 
without the knowledge of the husband or any other witness. (2) 
The proceedings with the waters of bitterness correspond to proceed- 
ings in the case of ordeal, but have no analogy in the Hebrew law 
with regard to clearly proved cases of adultery, for which an entirely 
different punishment was provided."* This criticism is quite just. 
But we should not decide with Gray that "literary analysis in the 
present instance, even if justifiable, appears too uncertain,"* but rather 
to go on with Holzinger and try to perfect the analysis. 

Holzinger suggests that probably two ordeals were combined, 
the one (A) in which "a formula of a curse is risked in coimection 
with a minha and in which the decision of God is provoked by the 
offering," the other (B) in which "a magic potion is prepared and 
drunk after an adjuration." He believes that the introduction, 
vss. 126-14, 15aa, belongs to both. Then the parallelism begins, 
to A belong vss. 15a^ (from the second and he shall bring on) 
18a (without it is an offering of jealousy) 21, 226, 25, 26a; to B 
vss. 16, 17, 19*, 20, 22a, 24. Indissoluble are vss. 27 (where 27a7 
belongs to B, 276 to A) and 28. To A belongs probably also vs. 29 
(30), to B vs. 31. Redactional elements are vss. 186, 266, and the 
first three words of vs. 27. Vs. 23 is a late addition. 

1 The Hexateuch, Vol. II, p. 192. 

2 Encyclopaedia Biblica, Vol. II, p. 2343, s.o. "Jealousy." 

a "Numeri erklSirt," 1903, in Marti's Kurzer Handcommentar rum Alien Testament. 

* Loc, cit. 

> In his Commentary also Gray is quite skeptical in regard to the literary analysis 
and leaves both explanations open, "the text has either been interi>olated and otherwise 
modified, or it rests on a compilation from two parallel but distinct tdrdth." And he 
says further of Stade's and Carpenter's and Harford-Battersby's reconstruction, "any 
such analysis can in detail only reach a very moderate degree of probabiUty," Critical and 
Exegelical Commentary on Numbers, 1903, p. 49 ("International Critical Commentary"). 
It is a pity that the three commentaries by Baentsch, Gray, and Holzinger appeared 
independently of each other in the same year, 1903. 
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Though Holzinger has seen and analyzed the situation more clearly 
than his predecessors, he has not succeeded in solving the puzzle en- 
tirely. A is not really an ordeal . The meal offering does not act as the 
detecting agent of the guilt. Holziager thinks it provokes the deci- 
sion of God. But nothing whatever is said in the text that indicates 
this. And how indeed could it bring about the divine judgment? 
Holzinger refers to Gen. 4:46, 5a as a similar case, but as a matter 
of fact the case of Cain and Abel is not similar at all. Not only do 
we have no parallel in the Old Testament to a sacrifice that fulfils 
the function of an ordeal but, as far as I know, nowhere else either. 
As a matter of fact it is the oath or curse in connection with the offer- 
ing that does the work, for it sets free forces by its inherent magic 
potency which bring about infallibly, according to ancient belief, the 
accomplishment of the desired end. The sacrifice has no such 
potency whatever, nor is the sacrifice intended to remind Yahweh of 
the guilt of the woman and thus provoke Him to act. The name 
"jiliiT TtryyiZ which is explained by ^IS r\"^?Tl? may seem to point to 
such an explanation and especially if it is translated meal offering of 
disclosure, which discloses the guilt, as is done by Holzinger.^ He 
refers to the use of the term in I Kings 17 : 18 and the connected 
superstition that the presence of a TOnj? brings guilt to light. There 
seems to me no doubt that this suggestion hits the meaning which 
the phrase bears in the completed amalgamated t&rdh as we shall see 
later on. But it does not give us the original significance of the rite 
in which the oath plays its part. 

It is the oath and not the meal offering that is the effective agent 
in discovering the guilt or innocence of the woman. Indeed the meal 
offering had originally nothing to do with the whole procedure. It 
is an element in the law which was combined later on with the ordin- 
ance, and which even now by its lack of really significant coimection 
with the t&rdh shows that it was originally no part of the ceremony 
in which a suspected woman cleared herself by an oath before the 
deity. There were in Hebrew antiquity two modes of procedure, 
originally quite separate and distinct from each other, according to 
which a case of suspected adultery was treated, (1) by an oath before 
the deity, (2) by an ordeal in which i magic potion was drunk. 

> " Oflenbanmgsspelsopfer, das die Schuldl oflenbar macht." So also Kautzsch In 
his Heilige Schrifien des Alien Testaments,* 1909. 
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This is just what we should have expected from corresponding 
usages among other nations. Almost everywhere we find the oath 
and the ordeal. But to clinch the argument, the striking parallel 
from the Code of Hammurabi must be quoted: 

§ 131. If a man accuse his wife, and she has not been taken lying with 
another man, she shall take an oath in the name of a god and she shall return 
to her house. 

§ 132. If the finger have been pointed at the wife of a man because of 
another man, and she have not been taken lying with another man, for her 
husband's sake she shall throw herself into the (sacred) river. 

Here are the two methods in cases of suspected adultery which 
cannot legally be proved, (1) the oath and (2) the ordeal. That 
the second (in § 132) is an ordeal is seen from the use of the phrase 
(ilu) Ndram instead of ana mee, as e.g. in § 129, where the throwing 
into the river is simply the punishment for the proved crime. 

Just so also among the Hebrews there were these two methods.^ 
Whether they were used originally as in Babylonia — the oath when 
the husband had accused his wife, the water ordeal when others had 
accused her — we can no longer tell. The important point is that 
either was used in a case of suspected but legally unprovable adultery. 

There was originally no oath used in connection with the water 
ordeal. The words of the priest are a curse and they are injected 
into the water by pronouncing them over it and by wiping the wet 
ink of the written curse into it whereby the water becomes charged 
with magic potency. 

These two practices, the oath and the ordeal, were later on com- 
bined in Hebrew law, partly perhaps in order to make the result 
doubly sure, partly perhaps in order that Yahweh might have a 
distinct part in the procedure. He had this in the oath ceremony, 
but not quite so clearly in the ordeal. 

In the law as now codified there is the additional element of the 
meal offering. How shall we accoimt for it ? It is just this element 
that has vitiated the analysis of Stade and Holzinger. The latter 
especially regarded it, as we saw above, as another ordeal, which 
provoked the divine decision, and he believed that the offering set 

I We can of coxirse not tell which one was older among the Hebrews. The water 
ordeal appears to our mind as the more primitive, but the presence of both in the Code 
of Hammurabi .shows that both were extremely ancient in Semitic civilization. 
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free the divine forces whi(J!h were invoked in the formula of the oath — 
a conception unparalleled in the Old Testament and elsewhere and 
therefore improbable. The solution of the problem is foimd in the 
Old Testament itself, when we consider some closely parallel laws 
in which an offering was inserted by the later priestly legislation. 
According to the Book of the Covenant, Exod. 22 : 8^12, in case where 
a man was suspected of theft which could not be proved in a legal 
way, he was required to clear himself by an oath before the deity.* 
Nothing is said here of a sacrifice in connection with the oath 
which he takes before Yahweh. The whole procedure is a matter 
of civil law just as in the parallel cases in the Code of Hammurabi, 
§§ 20, 249, 266.* But when this same matter was inserted among the 
religious laws and was regarded as an offense against the deity, then 
Yahweh became one of the injured parties and restitution had to be 
made not only to the man who had been defrauded but also to 
Yahweh against whom a breach of faith had been committed. Then 
an offering was demanded, as the law in Lev. 5:21-26 (Engl. 6:2-7) 
clearly shows.' 

' If the thief be not found, then the master of the house shall come near unto God, 
to see whether he have not put his hand unto his neighbor's goods. 9 For every matter 
of trespass, whether it be for ox, for ass, for sheep, for raiment, or for any manner of 
lost thing, whereof one salth. This Is It, the cause of both parties shaE come before God; 
he whom God shall condemn shall pay double unto his neighbor. 

10 If a man deliver imto his neighbor an ass, or an ox, or a sheep, or any beast to 
keep; and it die, or be hurt, or driven away, no man seeing It: 11 the oath of Yahweh 
shall be between them both, whether he hath not put his hand unto his neighbor's goods; 
and the owner thereof shall accept It, and he shall not make restitution. 12 But if it 
be stolen from him, he shall make restitution unto the owner thereof. 

' i 20. If the slave escape from the hand of his captor, that man shall so declare, in 
the name of a god, to the owner of the slave and shall go free. 

§ 249. If a man hire an ox and a god strike it and it die, the man who hired the ox 
shall take an oath before a god and go free. 

5 266. If a visitation of god happen to a fold, or a lion kill, the shepherd shall declare 
himself innocent before a god, and the owner of the fold shall suffer the damage. 

• If any one sin, and commit a trespass against Yahweh, and deal falsely with his 
neighbor in a matter of dei)osit, or of bargain, or of robbery, or have oppressed his neighbor, 
3 or have found that which was lost, and deal falsely therein, and swear to a lie: in any 
of all these things that a man doeth, sinning therein; 4 then it shall be, It he hath sinned, 
and is guilty, that he shall restore that which he took by robbery, or the thing which he 
hath gotten by oppression, or the deposit which was committed to him, or the lost thing 
which he found, 5 or anything about which he hath sworn falsely; he shall even restore 
It in full, and shaU add the fifth part more thereto: unto him to whom it appertalneth 
shall he give it, in the day of his being fotmd guilty. 6 And he shall bring his trespass- 
offering unto Yahweh, a ram without blemish out of the fiock, according to thy estimation, 
for a trespass-offering, unto the priest; 7 and the priest shall make atonement for him 
before Yahweh; and he shall be forgiven concerning whatsoever he doeth so as to be guilty 
thereby. 
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Originally there was no offering in any of these cases. Perjury 
was quickly visited by the offended deity, the magic potency of the 
word was regarded as so great that a man who had taken the oath 
was directly visited with the punishment invoked in the oath. When 
the whole matter was looked at from a religious point of view, the 
false oath was regarded as an offense against Yahweh which must 
be atoned for by a sacrifice. That this is a later mode of reasoning 
is at once apparent. The matter became a part of the priestly 
system and an offering was necessary.^ The principle is stated 
very clearly in the passage immediately preceding the law of jealousy 
in Num. 5 : 5-10.^ Here the various kinds of crimes which are com- 
mitted against men and which are made good by restoration and 
additional compensation are viewed from the religious point of view, 
and are classed as acts of faithlessness toward Yahweh. According 
to the ancient legal practice they were simply matters of civil law 
(cf. Exod., chap. 22) and the men who had been wronged were to be 
satisfied by restoration and additional compensation, the latter vary- 
ing at different times; here Yahweh has also been wronged and he 
also has to be reconciled — by an offering. 

In our case in Num., chap. 5, we have the same phenomenon. 
Neither the oath nor the ordeal was originally connected with a 
sacrifice. The offering was added later when the whole matter was 
looked at from a religious point of view and the rites were introduced 
into the priestly system. Then an offering was considered absolutely 
necessary. 

• Another example of the addition of such an offering is found in Lev. 19:20, 21, 
where the addition of vs. 21 by a priestly writer is manifest from the whole tenor of the 
context and the comparison with similar laws in the early codes : 

20 And whosoever lleth carnally with a woman, that is a bondmaid, betrothed 
to a husband, and not at all redeemed, nor freedom given her; they shall be punished: 
they shall not be put to death, because she was not free. 21 And he shall bring his tres- 
pass-offering unto Yahweh, unto the door of the tent of meeting, even a ram. for a trespass- 
offering, 

> And Yahweh spake unto Moses, saying, 6 Speak unto the children of Israel, When 
a man or woman shall commit any sin that men commit, so as to trespass against Yahweh, 
and that soul shall be guilty; 7 then he shall confess his sin which he hath done; and 
he shall make restitution for his guilt in full, and add unto it the fifth part thereof, and 
give it unto him in respect of whom he hath been guilty. 8 But if the man have no kins- 
man to whom restitution may be made for the guilt, the restitution for guilt which is 
made unto Yahweh shall be the priest's; besides the ram of the atonement, whereby 
atonement shall be made for him. 9 And every heave-offering of all the holy things of 
the children of Israel, which they present unto the priest, shall be his. 10 And every 
man's hallowed things shall be his: whatsoever any man giveth the priest, it shall be his. 
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The characteristic term used by these legal priestly writers to 
express this religious element is fTlST'n bT'2 bj'J , thus in Num. 5 : 5 
and in the other passage quoted above, Lev. 5:21. It is noteworthy 
that the phrase 3753 byja is used nowhere else of acts of faithlessness 
toward men, elsewhere it is always used with Yahweh. The conclu- 
sion seems to me therefore quite warranted that also in Num. 5:12, 
27 the priestly writer wrote originally n'lJT'2 by'J TO^'W) and that 
this was corrupted later into iSl vs. 12 and WT2^J<3 vs. 27. If this 
is so, we have another link in our argument for the later priestly 
insertion of the offering. 

But what kind of an offering should be required ? Not a sin or 
guilt offering, because the matter was not certain, the woman might 
be innocent. A meal offering seemed to be most appropriate and it 
was therefore introduced. Oil and incense were omitted because 
of the sombre character of the ceremony, as in the guilt offering of 
the very poor where oil and incense are also to be omitted, Lev. 5:11. 
Whether the coarse barley meal instead of the fine wheat was used 
for similar reasons we cannot tell. At any rate there is no ground 
for the idea that this coarse material argues for a very ancient prac- 
tice. The explanation of the Talmud is well known: the woman had 
acted like a beast, therefore the material of her offering consists 
of animal fodder. What the real reason for the use of barley wheat 
was in this connection we do not know.' 

> Prom the term yff n*13T13 'JTlDT nHSU Stade argued that this special kind of 
min jia was used not only in the case of suspected adultery but also in other cases where no 
legal proof was to be had. That may seem plausible enough at first, thovigh there is no 
trace of it in the Old Testament. 

There is antecedently no reason why such an offering should not have been added 
in the later priestly system to the early rite of the oath of manifestation referred to in 
Exod., chap. 22, just as it was added in Num., chap. 5. From Lev. 5:20-26 it appears 
however that these matters were viewed from a different angle. An offering indeed was 
added but not to the requirement of the oath, but when the man had perjured himself 
by the oath, it became then a guilt offering. In view of this it seems to me not so likely, 
as it does to Stade and others, that a 1T13T nn312 was used in other cases too. The term 
must be confined to om" law in Num. 5 just as the other term n83p nnjIO . which is not 
used anywhere else either. 

At any rate we must insist that this 'JI'IST nnjU is no ancient usage but a sup- 
plementary element in the law due to the later priestly system. It is one of the names 
given to the cereal offerings brought in connection with the rite. There are two 
names for this cereal offering, nSDp nnilQ offering of jealousy and ]1"1DT nnSlO 
l^y mDTlS offering o/ disclosure disclosing guilts As it was felt to be necessary to 
explain the omission of the oil and frankincense in the guilt offering of the very poor 
by the addition for it is a guilt offering. Lev. 5:11, which did not permit the use of these 
materials, so here the same peculiarity in the offering in N<im. 5 is felt to require 
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There are thus three elements in the present law of Num., chap. 
5. Of these, the oath and the water ordeal constituted originally 
two separate rites for the discovery of guilt. The third, the cereal 
offering, was introduced later when the law of jealousy found a 
place in the later priestly system. 

The complete analysis is as follows: The introduction, vss. 12- 
15a, is the same for the ordeal as well as for the oath. The redim- 
dancy of vs. 13 may be due to the combination of the two laws or to 
the strict insistence on the absence of all legal proof. 

Introduction. — 12 If any man's wife goes aside, [and commits 
a breach of faith against him,]i 13 and a man lies with her carnally, 
and it is hidden from the eyes of her husband and she remains unde- 
tected" although she is defiled, there being no witness against her 
nor she having been taken in the act,' 14 and if the spirit of jealousy 

explanation. Which of the two explanations given in vs. 15 is the older 7 That the 
phrase Sin HSDp tiriDTQ in vs. 18 Is a later addition explaining the other term is 
at once apparent. Note the absence of the article! ']T12T nHJB is therefore the 
original term in vs. 18. The matter is not quite so simple in vs. 15. We might say 
that the phrase SIH nS3p tlHTO was introduced here before rather than after 
"\y\ IIIDT nnjIO. and that it is therefore secondary as in vs. 18. The fact that 
llnDT nriDlO is clearly original in vs. 18 shows that it must have been mentioned 
before, and since it is an integral part of the sentence, it must have been mentioned by 
the writer of the minl>a section In vs. 15. But the grammatical structure of the explana- 
tory clause in vs. 15 does not permit the simple excision of SIH n!S3p nnjTO . 
because the rest would not be complete, a 55in would be required at the end. One 
might of course say that this was omitted by the copyist after SIH HSJp PTOTO had 
been inserted. But is there any cogent reason why the writer may not have written, 
for it ia an offering of jealousy, an offering of disclosure that discloses guilt ? That is, 
the offering of disclosure that discloses guilt would then be in apposition to offering of 
jealousy, and the writer would explain by it wherein the efficacy of the offering of 
jealousy consisted. That the writer should then in vs. 18 use ]T13T 110313 rather than 
nSDp nriDtt >s natural enough, for there the significance that it was potent, as he 
believed, to reveal sin was the important point. 

It is interesting to notice tills writer's conception of the significance of the offering. 
The divine judgment had been provolced by the oath according to the old rite of the oath, 
but this writer does not beUeve in the magical efficacy of the oath as profoundly as the 
ancients had done. Still, the whole procedure was resorted to for the purpose of finding 
out the guilt or innocence of the suspected woman. What then did reveal It ? The oath ? 
The water 7 No, but the offering! How? He does not say or even suggest. Perhaps 
he believed that the offering set free the divine forces which had been invoked in the oath 
(cf . Holzinger) ; more probably he did not think of how it was done. He had inserted the 
offering, the practice belonged now to the priestly system, and that was enough. 

' hyo 13 nbyiSl is probably a touch of the priestly editor. Originally it read 
mflin byia nlsyttl : similarly in vs. 27. See above. 

! ninOSl note the feminine which shows it to be different from the preceding clause. 
BV. , and it be kept close, is therefore not correct. Ehrllch translates the njphal as reflexive, 
and she keeps herself, i.e., her case, secret. 

' Ehrllch insists that ntSSriD Sb must mean and she was not forced, comparing Gen. 
39 : 12 ; Deut. 22 : 28, and that and she was not caught in the act (LXX, Vulg.) would have 
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come upon hira^ and he becomes jealous of his wife when she is 
defiled: or if the spirit of jealousy come upon him, and he becomes 
jealous of his wife, when she is not defiled: 15a then shall the man 
bring his wife to the priest — 

The Ordeal The Oath before Yahweh 

16 and the priest shall bring her near 18 and the priest shall set the woman 
and set her before Yahweh, 17 and before Yahweh, and let the hair of the 
the priest shall take holy* water in woman's head go loose, 
an earthen vessel; and of the dust 
that is on the floor of the sacred dwel- 
ling the priest shall take and put it into 
the water, [186 and the water of the 
ordeal' shall be in the hand of the 

priest].* 19 And [the priest shall 21 And the priest shall cause the 
adjure' her and] shall say to the woman to swear with the oath of curs- 
woman, If no man has lain with thee, ing, and the priest shall say to the 
and if thou hast not gone aside to woman,' Yahweh make thee a curse 

to be expressed by nSXIOD . This does not seem quite convincing. That the clause may 
appear superfluous besides p^ '(''SC "l^T . '' 1* means this, Is no argument, because we have 
In this verse a heaping of aU the various elements which might constitute legal proof. 

1 Ehrlich suggests "1351 for "liyi , which Is plausible but not necessary. 

' That D"'imp D'''10 which occurs only here In the Old Testament was taken by the 
compiler to mean water taken from the laver of the sanctuary appears to me certain. 
But It Is possible that LXX's vSwp Ka9apbv 4av represents an earlier text. 

» That the designation appUed to the water D''1ttn 113, vs. 21, D^TISlan DilOn, 
vss. 22, 27, and DITISBn DI^TOn ""lO, vss. 18, 19, 24, Is not correctly preserved has 
been recognized by Holzlnger and EhrUch. It is clear that the first two are variant read- 
ings and that the last is a conflation. Both Holzlnger and Ehrlich connect the original 
reading with D''"TIS = D^TISn 1t3 . ">« oracle water. This is clearly right, though we 
cannot be altogether sure whether the original reading was Qin^SJn "^"0 or DI'llTSn ^"Q 
or ^'^^S'!3^ 113 . as is suggested, e.g., in Klttel's Biblia Hebraica. That is, however, a 
matter of detail. I translate It by water of the ordeal. There Is no trace of any bitter 
Ingredients in the composition of the potion. The translation bitter woe, as e.g., Kautzsch 
and Baentsch translate DIITSn, Is not warranted by the text. In vss. 24, 27 QITO? 
is a mistake; originally the text appears to have read Diyob . as vs. 22 suggests. 

* It is probable that vs. 186 is an editorial link due to the priestly writer who inserted 
the offering. According to him the woman held the offering in her hands while the priest 
held the water. 

' I' iriDn nnS ySBm belongs to the rite of the ordeal too, and Is not merely a 
doublet of vs. 21, it must be translated as above, for the priest does not make the woman 
swear an oath in the ordeal. The solemnity with which he is to say to the woman those 
words of the curse may have been expressed by and the priest shall adjure her and say. 

' It is imnecessary to suppose with Holzlnger that in the oath as given in vs. 21 there 
must have been omitted between vss. 21oa and vs. 21a/36 a parallel of vs. 19. We have 
here the exact words of the oath. An oath is always conditional. This was so clearly 
understood that it was not always customary to pronounce the entire oath; sometimes 
one would only say, if I have, or have not, done so and so, and then stop, leaving the part 
which Invoked the divine pxmishment unsaid (or he would use a circumlocution), some- 
times as here the invocation of God's punishment was the essential matter, and since the 
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uncleanness, while married to thy and an oath among thy people, [in 
husband, thou shalt be free from this that Yahweh maketh thy womb to 
water of the ordeal. 20 But if thou miscarry and thy body to swell!'] 
hast gone aside, while married to thy 
husband, and if thou art indeed defiled 
and some man has lain with thee 
besides thy husband, 22 then this 
water of the ordeal shall go into thy 
bowels and make thy body to swell 
and thy womb to miscarry. 23 And 
the priest shall write the curse^ in a 
book, and shall blot it out into the 

water of the ordeal.' 24 And he shall 22 And the woman shall say. Amen, 
make the woman drink the water of Amen! 
the ordeal, and the water of the ordeal 
shall go in her to the bowels,* 27 and 
it shall come to pass if she is really 
defiled, [and has committed a breach 
of faith against her husband,] that 
the water of the ordeal shall go in her 



condition was implied in tlie entire action it might be omitted. Tlie condition in this 
case is not parallel to vs. 19 but parallel to vs. 20, May Yahweh do so and so, if I have 
committed adultery! Of Course, it is likely that the conditional sentence was omitted 
in the process of amalgamation on accoimt of vs. 20. 

> The last clause is probably to be regarded as a redactlonal link, though the effect of 
the oath must have been the same as the effect of the magic potion. That "^"Ti 333 means 
abortion admits of little doubt, but unfortimately the meaning of the other phrase is not 
certain since rQ3l Is of doubtful signification. Ifltreallymeans^ostoeH, as is after all most 
probable, the idea must be that though the woman grows great with child ("her body 
swells"), the birth will be abortive (" the thigh miscarries " or, withBhrllch, "the embryo 
falls"). If this is the true interpretation, it makes against the originaUty of the last 
clause of vs. 21, because the two phrases are not in the right order, for the swelling body 
should precede the miscarriage as It does in vss. 22, 27. 

' In nbSn PibSn we have either a case of dittography or an intentional editorial 
touch, for the original had only ribSH , the curse, since we have only one curse in the 
preceding. Also HlTKn (point thus !) shows this. 

T 

' Holzinger regards vs. 23 as a later addition. The writing of the curse upon a scroll 
and blotting it out into the water appears to him to be an addition to the ancient rite 
which presupposes a literary age. That there was a time when it was sufficient to speak 
the ominous words of the curse over the water and thus freight them with magic potency 
and that therefore from the point of view of the history of civiUzation we have here a later 
element may be granted readily enough. But why should we conclude that in the literary 
fixing of the passage this element is an addition ? Holzinger's argument that also formally 
vs. 23 makes the text redundant, for "how shall the priest write now, after he has solemnly 
entered upon the treatment of the woman before Yahweh with the vessel containing the 
water of curse in his hand ?" deserves no fmiiher consideration. 

' Read U'^^Bb for D'^ITflb ; see above. 
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to the bowels, and her body shall swell 
and her womb miscarry. 



But if the woman is not defiled but 
clean, then shall she be free and bring 
her seed to birth.^ 



27 And the woman shall be a 
among her people.' 



To the Ordeal belong vss. 16, 17, [186], 19, 20, 22a, 23, 24, 27a*. 

To the Oath vss. 18, 21a, [216], 226, 276. 

The Offering is inserted in vss. 156, 186, 25, 26. These verses 
need not be reproduced here. In vss. 25, 26 the offering was either 
inserted accidentally in the wrong place, i.e., after instead of before 
vs. 24, and this necessitated the repetition of vs. 24 in vs. 27 and 
called forth the editorial note, and afterward shall he make the woman 
drink the water, which was introduced in vs. 26 from the margin, or 
the usage varied. The omission in vs. 27 of And he shall make her 
drink the water by LXX, Pesh., is intentional and does not argue for 
its absence in their Hebrew text. 

The Svbscription, vss. 29-31, is a summary of the law. Gray 
hasrightly shown that "wsage .... does not call for the hypothesis 
(Stade, CH.) that it [the phrase this is the law of] is here the introduc- 
tion to a misplaced superscription." 

1 The condition, if she is defiled, is implied, or more probably was omitted in the 
process of amalgamation. 

' The magic potion is harmless to the innocent but causes abortion in the case of the 
guilty woman. The Interpretation that " the innocent woman is promised that she shall 
Bubsequently conceive, as a reward directly granted by Yahweh" (Gray, Commentary, 
p. 48) is due to the translation of y"lT ninTJT by and she shall conceive seed, when it should 
be translated (with Ehrlich) as above. The woman is already pregnant. The husband's 
suspicion is aroused by her pregnancy, he doubts whether it is caused by legitimate 
intercourse. He appeals to the ordeal. The deity decides. If guilty, the birth will prove 
abortive; if Innocent, it will be successful. 



